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Doiitical. debates 'héve'baQPme, in the words of° New York

Iimgg columnist Tam wickér, "3 standard feature of thev media
.lei#iCS'by thch me'nomveiect Presidents. "1 Eaﬁh of the "last
two 'presidential campaigné have featured debates. furthermore,
James Karayn reported{fhati1?8 of the 252 members oF Congress whao

respon&ed to a .1977 lpolﬂ said that they had debated their;
: 2

oppaonents du:ing‘thé last %lection campaign,

The }ncfeaéing
. . ! . N : -
‘use of political debates carries enormous--but as yet wuntapped--
1 . s

i
1
!

potential. O

fhisﬂ papér‘ will ,brie{ly;examine the roie_ ahd -impaat of
debates . .in cqntempor;ry p&litical campaigné._ ) Homevef; the
primary hufposé aof tﬁis papegpis to make®specific recommendations
with reéard to those gﬁnsiderétions of procedure and format which
‘hold the key to uﬁioﬁking ?he ‘Full potentiél of political
.afgument in fhe_ dépatg 'seéﬁing:v This Action Caucus has
.breviously gféued thaE, given tﬁf enormous,pofential.of_poiitical'
debates to éerve both ﬁhe céﬁdiéétesﬁand the public, prbceduré
and format should bévimp:oved S0 ;F to achieve a more harmpnious.
marriage :betyeen‘ldebate'énd pol;gics. | The 1@80 South Dakoﬁa
"Election 80" expgrimént with pélitf%alvdebate formats sought to

N

. ‘ S . \ L
implement . and test’ procedure’ and ﬁgrmat,in terms of specific

- ) '5 .
criteria. The results verified that procedure and format do -
make a difﬁérenbé._° withbthe-qumét.sﬁart of the 1384 political

T

campaign just -ahead, it is appropriateﬁﬁgr this Action Caucus ta.
S ' ‘ S SN : . )
take the next step which .involvesgfspﬁcific: recommendations



regarding procedure and format,

Role and Impact .

The public expects: £Hat polifical debates will provide
' useful~-in?6rmation apJut the céndidates and their positions.
0'Keefe and Mendelsohn studie&fi:?:zj— Ohio, voters before "and
after the 1975vpfésidential IQEbates. Voters expressed high
_ expectations in- énticipatiqn;df the debates. - Nihefy perceht
thought that learning £he»candidates' positions on the issues més
"yery important."3 _-MDreover, many uére looking for help in
" deciding which of the two candidates to vote for. "A surbrising
<65 pe:ceﬁt_ of the‘viemefs.thought it l;kély that "watching the
debate wculd indeed influence their choice of é_candidate_in ﬁne
Qay orT énother. A.Full'one~Fourth of them énsuered’t%at ;t'més
'very likely' that ithc-zy would be iﬁ_fl_,uence.d."l’
when  the‘dust“had settled on the 1976 pr?sidential detates,
viemérs expressed ‘disappointment. People aid leérn from the
debatgé, but not nearly as much as they thought they mduld,, S In
- Akron, 27 peréent.of‘réépondentslfelt theybhéd,léarneq somefhing
new and’important'abbut iséqestfrdm thé debates{_vthMEver; éD
percent - indicated that it gas difficult to get a true picture, af
the candidatés from the debates.b A 1876 R6p¢r>Pdll:Found tﬁat
only 14 \befcent of viewers ﬁbnéidered the debateé 'to bE"VEDY
infqrmétive.6 . :\v |
N steven'"'(:h'affee_ ‘maintairied ‘that the chiéf culprit is the

~



preés. He claié;dvthat the usé of pdst-debate critiques by’the
.bress was .largely rgsmonsiole for the large aisparity _betuween
viewer expectations and fesu]ts;7 o Indeed; a stuayxby‘G; E.
Lang and K. Lang of the 1975 gebates revealed a subsﬁéntial"

difference between - immediate and delayed (next-day) re&ctions.

Prior to the neus media's commentary, viewer reactions were much

more positive.8 It appears that the news media bears _pfimarj'
;espdnsibility fqr‘the‘deterioration>of.QieMe# reactidngv* The
negé media  tends to errgmphaSizev"horse race" ‘ponsideréfioﬁs;
it dwells on who has wan and‘;mhy. 'fhis Vﬁésults: in an

underemphasis an 'candidate qualifications and -~issue .stances.
Jeff Greenfield,chidéd the media's post-debate critigues in 1980,
charging that, "...noc one was left to consider the prospect that

large numbers df.undecided Americans might be listening to- :the
arguments thP;candidatés were mékinq."9  ' ’ ’
SCespite thésé, shortcomings; .the data suggestsi'that.:thé'
public does benefit from pﬁli£ical debates; It seems clear “hat
vviemefs gain ;nFo:mation :about'issue positidhé from debates..

, Chaffee's 4975 study of 164 Wisconsin péfers 6vér_a three-month
periad revéaled'that the proportion of ‘"dor't knows". on four vkey
issues_ugenerally declinédzas'the electioh:épbroach¢d, vbut fell
Sharbly during fhe,meek Fbllominggeachbpreéidehtial t:iiabate.]-0 | A
"fé75 study by .Becker, SoBdmale,_Cobbey and?Eyai of:13DD'§yracuée,"
New Yofk, voters found ﬁhat_viemers shouwed “signifi;ant.gains“-in

11

knowledge-about: issde positions. A study by Baker and Narpath



of the 1972 Electoral debates. in West Germany reported that the

debates produced a "direct effect" on the guality df information

- X

that the hopulation had’ about the candidates' positions an

impartant issuesl‘z

~ Furthermore, most TrTecent data indicates~ that political

debates do. make an important difference in election outcomes.

i

This 1is especially true in elebtions which Featuré a large
undecided block, a characteristic of both the 1876 and 1980
L presidential contests. Chaffee's Uiscohsin study found that 31

percent of wvoters  were undecided in the week prior 'to the

debates.3  ~ He concluded that;- ﬁ...in e}éétidns mhere ‘large
numEers of such voters are présent,.the heavy flow o% information
_created by“ the dqbates can be influéntial."1u Indeed, VJimmy
_Carter attributed the 1976 reversal in pﬁbiic opinion 4prlls--énd'
nis vigtory;-to-hi§ debates with Gerald Fordjs 4A,recent ;tudy
found that. political debates exert nearly tmi;g the ;hﬁact:‘on
~ local raceslag compared'fd breéidentiél contests‘.‘6 K .
IH;-1980°-thg préportion of undecided and weakly aligned
voters uas unusually-Iargex - Thfs, cqﬁbled,mith’thg"Fact. that
only one debate was held, -and that i£ occﬁrred"late in the
campaign; set the stage For-the-Carter‘énd Reagan debate, to play
a décisivélrole in.tﬁe outcome of théielection.» And it;did! : A

N

‘study ‘by the Institute for Social Inquiry at the University of

Connecticut of~_that state's voters just before "and after the

Carter and Reagan debate concluded that the debates "produced an

Y

K extraordinary shift" -in the publih's perception--favoring

. /‘/ - ' 4 '
/. - |
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candidate Reagan.l7 Most c:itically; undecided and independent

voters perceived Reagan to be the decisive winner of the debate..
4 L -

<
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Considerations of Format

Debate could contribute ‘much more to politics, ,Lloyd

Bitzer and Theodore Rueter articulated this poténtial asnfolloms:_u

"The free expression of ideas, so cherished by Americans, must be

®

.accompanied by the pradtice oF;debate;..Ifwguided'by rules of

evidence and ccdes of fairness, debate sing truth.from error and’

S

moves us-closer to (what Walter Lippman refers.-to as) 'moral and’

ipolitical tfuth';ﬁls Yet, despite this,ﬁdtential,. debate has

yet to' contribute fully to politics; The fault_ lies with

procedure' and  format, which bear a closer'resemblahce .té the

traditional press cohferénce tpah to what Bitzer and Rueter Eerm,
he : ‘ ,

"genuine debate.™ The press conference 1s, of course, an

important = and useful/}nstltution. But, it does ndt--and can

d

'not--fabilitate "geﬁuine debate"vbetmeen political .candidates;

-

To date, debate has taken a’ "bum 'rap“ in its 'political
2 ’-/ i " . - N . - . . -

aDDlication,ﬁh ‘Most of the exchanges aren't debates; yet, they

y v o
are criticized as if they were debates.

'\

.//.' . ) ) . . . ]_’ . i
- This —call for revision in procedure- and ~format -has been- .

o

isgued ~repéatedly. NofmaEiLear“oF the Task Force on Televised
~..Presidential Debates concluded that, "I believe ‘that a format can

" be ~developed for thevpiscuisibn of important issues wherein

~ 1.

partisans. on bath sides meet e%ch other head-on, moderated by an
. ) ‘,\ . .
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individual uwhose sole purpose is to steer the\degfté, allomihg no

participant to avoid a_duestion or a cha;lenge."19 In classic
understatement Bitzer and Rueter posed the following challenge:

M"Human ingenuity surely _can devise methbds -and formats

of...debaﬁ% célculated to sefve the public interest, while at the

"same time %lloming'the~candida£es to‘advance their causes.
" The 1980 South Dakota "Electioh BON series sought to
implement énd test procedure and format in terms ‘off specific
criteria. I assisted the Sioux Falls area press association in

planning and implementing televised political debates involving

the candidates for the first and second district congressional

races and for the United States Senate. A suggested a
criteria--and Formi}—-to maximize the promise of "political
debates. The Sidux-Fails Area Press ASéociatioh, .diésatisﬁied

with paét pbliti;al"debates,- accepted my prqposél without
émendment. It s@as uégd in fhfee televised Uébates which were
’_aired an ‘supcessive  wedneédays_gﬁringvthe manth of Octaober.

‘Soﬁﬁﬁ - Dakota Public “Television aired three ’ 60-minute
hrograms; The proéramé‘mere entitled, "Election BO.™ Each
program began with infqoductory éta?ements' By each of the
cangidates;: thénr'each program featured a; debate 'betmeen . the
cgﬁdidates;‘thé &éSéte was followed by.a pr85% conférehce; during
which a panel of South Dakota _journa;ists lguestioned the
candidates; Afinally éach program conciuded ‘Amith © closing

statements by. each of the candidatqs.

- 5 )
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‘televised debates.

D -

An a££empf was madebéo‘evaluate the "Electicn 80" seriés
format in comparison with the format.used in the féﬁD C%rter_gnd
Reagan~— debate in'tgfms of’speciﬁic;criteria. A guestiaonnaire
was submitted to the 16 joJrnalists, »whovplannéd ér ﬁarticipated
in the press phase of tha'Brogram, and tq the-six candidates: Qho
debated and then'answe;edhthg questions fraom ﬁhe ﬁ:‘;:Jress;. TEe
survey cohtainﬁd both closed- and. open-eéded questiohs. The
closed-ended questionS‘bompared'the rélatfve effectiveness qf the
"Election 80" debate _Fofmat aﬁd the Carter and 'Readan debate
Format.. The oben-ended questionéiasked réépoﬁaents to comméﬁt
with regard to the format or.questions used in the "Election 80"
21 The results of this study indicated that
the procedure’ and format of the JEle;tion BD".sefies wé;e more

/ .
effective than the procedure and Formak of the Carter and Reagan

debété in hromqting matched agenda$; intelligent - clash, and

appropriately directed clash.22

Specific Recommendations - . -

. -

Susan Hellweg caoncluded hér camprehensive state-of-the-art

review of political debate formats with a caveat that, "The goal

‘is not to.find'a'perfect format for political campéign _debates,

]

bgﬁ 'rather‘ to .develop appropriate and productive formats for

different campéign sitgatiOns,"23 _ I concur.: " However, debates

constitute .a unique forum Fd: political argument, That  forum.

minimally _rTequires “matched agendas,_, intelligent clash, and

apprapriately directed clash.- Furthermore, we know enougi about

- -
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political debates to enable us to identify those features of

procedure and format which promote--and hinder--these objeciives.

9

Thus,' I believe that the time is ripe for the next step. That
'etep involves the Action Caucus' -endorsement of specifie
‘{- - . -

recommendaticns regarding procedure and format.

~

RECOMMENDATION ONE

\
\
a

The " first recommendation is that the iseue agendas used in

polititai debates should be the public's and the candidates’'.

- Three possible' issue agendas might\ be. used - in political

dehatest‘ the jojfnalist's, the-eandidates'y.and/or the public's. .
The three aeendas, homever;'otten conflict. " Most past political
xdebates have v1rtua ly ignored the publlc s agenda. . A-Cieveland
State study of.the 1960 and 1976 preSLdentlal debates found that{

on balance, pa;t1c1pants in- those debates spent only 5 -%o- 10

'percent’ of the total time available addresslng lSSUES mhlch mere

N TR . i
"an the publlc s mind."®" ~ In 1976, dBta .provided by . the
University ©of Michigan,/Sqrvey;_Research Center _identified

o

‘unemployment ~and .inflatfon as the two dominant issues .on the

/ _ . N
publlc s mlnd at the ;}ée of the debates. Yet,‘Cleveland‘State
Unlver51ty .researchefs, Marilyn ,Jackson-Beeck fand TRobert' G.

Meadow, found that a mere three percent e;\\tﬁe journalist's

guestions eoncerned inflation, . while anly 11 percentvdealtf with
unemployment "25\\,4 -

Austln " Ranney hlnted at the 1ﬁportance oF agendas when he

~\
N
\

)

d .
a

S ~



s
‘concluded that, "The topics which are being discusséd are just as.
‘much a part offa debate as the words which the'céndidatésﬁspeak{ﬂzsp
A political debate.ought to match--to-the extent possible-~the

3

"Z agendas of the candidatES_and'the public.
. N This is not® to suggest that the press abrugate " its
traditional’ agenda-setting role. To the contrary, it - seems

clear that the préss is-the primary saurce of the.publig‘s_ issue
‘égéﬁda: .The press,'pridr to thé deba#es;‘has_alrgaay ﬁnfluencéd:
the Sublid'é issue égenda.~
The data are clear, homever, that in paét-politi;al‘deSateé
ﬁress ‘panélists did not even feflect‘the med{a‘s agenda in their °
QQestioning'df the candidates. A Study of the 197G'Cafte: énd
Fofd debatéé. by Linaa,s._ Smangbq and Davfd;L;L Swanson of - the
 UnivérsiFy of Illind&s béQealed'that the>é§enda'oé thé- debates

’(as determined by Lbe.guestions that mére'asked) and the agenda

-

of thé.nems media af the time of the debates correlated at-.only

0.22.?7 In short,' the 4journali§ts' quéstions ‘have

virtually ignored the public's agenda (at least in 1960 and’

PO N - -

1976), and have even failed to properly reflect the ;media's
|
)

agenda (in 15786).

K

ST " The' 1issue agendas uséd»inlpolitical'deﬁates should be  the

e~

»_puélic's and the candidates'. Issgeslmust be selected which are
an thé. pqplic's' ﬁind and  Tuhich reflect important issue

differendés , between the candidates.'%t The "Elettion 80" series
) N ; . ) v _\' . 3 . T . ‘ ] . . . . . %

incorporated specific 'procedures in order to insure  that the
. . - s e ' i - . h
s ' . . L




issues are  on. the public's . mind.

Iy

iseue"agendae used in political debates matched the public's and

the. candidates' as closely as »pdssible.zs o I endarse -the

efficacy . of the following prbcedures.n - First, " timely public

I

opinion‘"polle shduld be conducted order to determine which

\\ASecbnd; each candidate's

e

position papers should be examined to aecertain which of salient

’
Y

iseUes also reflect 1mportant issue diFFerences between the

candidates. And thlrd, a limited number’oF.issues should be

.

addressed during a single debate.

. RECOMMENDATION TwO :

Questions which the-candidates are to answer must bé.phrased

simply and cleariy.v This recommendation is'deeigned‘to promote

clash. _ Clash ;s the most essentlal characterlstlc of debate.

ThlS has been a. recurrent problem in past pclltlcal debates.“

-

"Bitzer and, Rueter -repdrted that ln the 1976 Carter and Fford’

ce

N
°

in - the third: debate a total-.of 13 questlons exceeded 30 seconds

-~

in length (oF the 14 orlglnal questlons, 12 exceeded 30 seconds)}q,

/

In shorth most oF the questlons asked in’ the 1976 pre51dent1al.'

~

debates were Far too complex.and tco -long. 3; Susan Helldeg'e

A73

débates one-Fourth'drithewqueetions'were‘mdlt}ple; yet, anly 16
.'percent ‘of the ftlple questlons uere’:ansmered "fully or{"
completely in orlgl al or followup speeches n 29 ,~In addltlon,‘

examination of the 1QBD Carter and Reaganﬁ debate -detected a |

Y

s}milar problem, | She concluded'that, "..;panelistslmere"unable»r‘

13



to resist thF tgmptation to formulate multiple questions within

the framework of single questions."Bl It is a small wonder that

candidates in past pfesidenfial debates have failed to succiqctly

‘answeT the journalists' questions.
The "Election 80" study results verified that the wuse of
questions which are simple and clear insures clash by encouraging

candidates to. answer the'questions.put to them-=-and to remain ‘on

32

"the topic. This has posed a serious problem in past political

debates. The Cleveland State University study cited previously

found that, in the 1960 presidential debates, -Kennedy was able to

sfay aon the topic-embodiéd in.the question'dnlyi34 percéht of the
Atime; Nixen a'mere 27 percent of th'ettime.33 The,saﬁe stﬁdy
reparted that, while in 19?8'the candidates fared better, they
still sﬁ:ayed from £he topic significantly.. In '1é76_ Carter

stayed"on the topic 46 percent-of the time; Ford a robust 62
34 '

" percent of the timé;
The 1980 presidential debate featured more clash than its

predecessors. One analysis  of the debate by Diana Prentice,

Janet Larsen and Matthew Sobnowsky discovered that clash
signifibanﬁly~ increased during the second phase of the debate;
that portion replaéed press_folldw-up ﬁuesﬁions' with candidate

rebuttal speechés.énd summary comments.3 - However, the clash

was -difficult to—Fdl}om as a result of the intricacies .of the .

Formatal» s
These findings are important--and discouraging. ‘Clash is.
the ' essence of . genuine- debafe.‘ Yet, . claéhi has been




conspicuously absent and/dr.difficult to track in past poiitical

debafes.

RECOMMENDATION THREE

Caﬁdidates éhduld be told the topics in advaﬁcé'and 'éhquld‘m”
be allowed to use notes and materialé. |

Proc;dure and Forma£ for politicai debates ought  to
encourage pa;tiéipahts to respond logically and féctually. This
too is;a Fuhdaﬁentai characteristic of debate. Unfd}tunately,
. if candidates. cannot use notes and maﬁerials the sﬁbstantive
dimenéion of ﬁhe exchange suffers« This occurred during ‘the
4975 présidential debates. Candidates receiQed no'prior notice
of the tdpics to be discussed. }In aadition, candidates. were
,prohibi%ed from using'"notes; As a‘~result, virtually all
stahdards of logic and evidence were violated by thevcaﬁdidates.
Bitzer and Rueter found that 226 Fécﬁual, ripterpretive 'énd
logigél--errors were committed By the candidates during the 1976
debates (155'by Ford -and 79 by Carter),36‘ )
téngidaﬁeé ;hould  ‘be allouwdd note;‘ and _materialé..'
‘Candidates _cannot be gxpected'to be.completél; accuratean'using
facts :éhd FiQQreg if .they must tite them from memory. Yet,
FéctUal aééqun%ébility is a must in a debate (foo'man;'candidates

for public of fice in the United States misuse facts and figures).

The ‘candidateé must be allowed.to bring--and- to wuse--notes  and

materialslpnuthe'topics which are scheduled toA?é debated. Only

-

12



.then —can the candidate be held Ful}y accountable for factual

Nl

.misrep:esentations.
In addition, . cand%dates should ‘be told the topics--or

areas--in acvance of the debate. There is no good reason for

el

’keepiné ﬁhe candidgteé'in the dark concerning the subjects to be
probed during th§ débaté. Debéte is not a vehicle to test the'v
candidate's ébility at.impromptu speech. ' 'hather, debate'shoula
afford an opportUnitg‘to leafn\tﬁe candidate's position/yon én,
issue and _its superiority or inferiority when cqmpared lfo the

~

other candidate's position. Thus,, once the agenda has' been

determiﬁed, the -candidates should be inFormed of the subjequmf
- . . - N “

T
i
b

which will be the focus of th;_debate.;

& %
4
.

RECOMMENOATION FOUR

The- role that the press plays in political debates must be

substantially altered.

E

Political debates should~«be between the. capdidates-«not

between journalists and candidates. Unfortunateiy, colitical

debates 'to- date have pitted candidates against the press. For

.%xampie, Bitzef and Rueter found that in the 1375 Ca;te;.andwFord
debages: _.moré than halffthe'questions-contaipgd_argﬁments; -1ﬁj
of the 63 dﬁestipns épntained an 'atﬁ;tude af "omnis;iénceﬂi
(télked douwn. to the cénaidates); ‘41'6F the 53 pquesti5ns were
Eoﬁside;ed Jhostilg" tq'the caédidates;' fana seven.oﬂ,£he~'niné
.Daneligfs éﬁgéged in direct fefﬁtatiohfof the candidafes ih -

~
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posing their gquestions.

The . press, _ of _oourse, shoulo conform to' its prooerb

'adversarial role.v However, polltloal debate° work best whén the

candidates are alloued to assume that role For themselves“ (that

is, after all, the nature of debate). TheeﬂQZﬁ_debates between-

the journalists and’ the candidates produced predictable results:

most of the candidates' remarks uere direoted’to'the panelists,_

and not to the opposing candidate. This ultimately worked = to
Ford's disadvantage as the debates wore on. For example,
Vaccording to Bitzer and Rueter: . in'debate one, of Carter's _41

units (response_segments), 25 uwere oirebted to the panel and 16

.to Foro;~of Ford's'32'units, 19 were -directed to the panel and 13

to Carter. By the;third.debate,: however, ¥Fford found himself
under inoreasing attack from the panelists,’ In debate three, ot
Carter's_ 44 units, 22 were directed to the panellStS and 2 to

Ford; of Ford's 29'un1ts, 24 uwere dlreoted to the panel and 5 to
Carter.38 This prompted Bltzer and Rueter to conclude: "Had we

known before the third debate that the panel's guestions would be

so hostile tao Ford in bothzsUbstanoe and in tane, & and had other

factors in the debate rema1ned constant, then ue-should‘have been

able to predlot the following ‘outcomes mlth a strong degree of

probability. (1) Ford'uoold need. to debate the panel--~he dio;

(2) Carter would win--he did; and (3) the panel would .play a

s

large role.'in determining the outcome of the debate~-uwhich- itﬂﬁ

did. 39
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Political debates shouidlpit,one candidate.against the other
" on. £he key:issues of the cémpaign; ~This ne08551tates that the”
role which thé press plays -‘in polltlcal debates must be
substéntially alté#éd; . The experimentsal Formét in.South Dakota
empioyed:a'coﬁpartmentalized approach, The debate phase of the
program constituted tmo-thifds of the format. - During th;sfphaée
a - moderator posed the questlons to the candldatesb mho' debated'
each other on. each’ questlon mlthout 1nterrupt10n.> Journallsts,
houwever, played an important rtole in  the. Férmat. The
traditional press conférence took place during’ the remaining
period. Duriﬁg this phase'joﬁrnalists guestioned the c;ndid;tes
about contentlraised during fhe débaté.@-',THus, 1thé candidates
debated; : and theﬁ;b the EOurnalisfs- aékéd dﬁestions. fhe
"Election BO" study found that both candidates and jourﬁ%listév
sexpressed satlsfactlon ulth the experlmental Format ho

There 1is addltlonal ev1dence to bolster the claim thét.-the
Americén public wants more direct clash in 'polltlcal 4déba§gs;

Public opinion surveyé which were completedffollouing the [ 1976

Carter and Ford p;esidential ‘debates Foundl that, of [those

expressing an opinion, most preferred a more direct exchange of
: 41 .

vieus betmééh opposing candidates. i
: N
/

Summary . ' ’ /

B

The proéedurgs and formats which are used in‘”poh}ﬁical

@

debates . do make a _differences A Some  features" F7Filitate

i
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“argument; others do not. The Action=Caucus_ha§ 'studied and

debated ° the relative mérits ahd'impacts qf .aLtefnative debate

formats. °~ The next step is to make specific .recommendations.’

There is much at stake and it is time to;epcouragé_the' adoptioh g

of procedure -and format thCh optiﬁize_ﬁﬁpé 'Ha;fiage"betméen
debate and politics,‘ thus serVing bﬁthi£Hé candidates and the
éublic. A _ee. Hanhéh,~~who“negotiateq:the 1980} Carter and
Reagan debate on behai? oF the League of Women VoFérs,-cohleded,
|{f{;déaate . is sﬁch‘ a bdmerfu;'ihétrumeﬁ£. in molding lQublic

opinion that it is iﬁ”gggd of Qgﬂ§jant~reﬁinement,"hz_

-

“y

(-
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